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Abstract: Green spaces in cities are under pressure from increasing population, urbanization, and
development, making governance of these common pool resources a complex and multi-dimensional
process. Governance of urban green spaces can be improved by participatory approaches. However,
many developing countries do not have the institutional structures and policies that promote
the participation of a range of non-state actors, and green spaces are often removed from public
access by regulatory slippage or elite capture for parks and gardens. This paper uses discourse
analysis to explore the perspectives of the key stakeholders for public participation in the planning
and management of green spaces in Lahore. The study employs Q-methodology to reveal four
discourses: ‘Efficient Management’, ‘Anti/Pro-Administrative’, ‘Leadership and Capacity building’,
and ‘Decentralization or Elite capture’. The most significant and dominant discourse of ‘Efficient
Management’ shows stakeholders’ preferences towards developing new institutional arrangements at
the local level through engaging citizens. The two discourses ‘Leadership and Capacity building’ and
‘decentralization or elite capture’ are also in favor of changing the power dynamics in the system at
certain levels by using different strategies. However, the status quo-oriented administrative discourse
serves as a barrier, resisting change at any level. The results of this study suggest a need for policy
reforms to develop a conducive environment in which all the stakeholders can be engaged through
different collaborative and co-management schemes, in order to achieve economically efficient,
ecologically sustainable and socially equitable, urban green spaces in Lahore.
Keywords: urban green spaces; public participation; governance; institutional design; discourse
analysis; Q-methodology
1. Introduction
Increasing urbanization and its associated land use changes have led to huge alterations in the
way that people can access the natural resources within cities [1–4]. Urban green spaces play a critical
role in creating a livable city, with their social, economic and environmental benefits for the local
population [5–7]. In order to achieve optimum gains from these spaces, it is important to embrace new
governance aspects under these changed circumstances [8,9]. As a traditional public good, urban green
spaces have always been characterized as non-rivalrous and non-excludable. However, green spaces as
public goods exhibit these properties only up to a point. As cities witness changes through the process
of development, urban green spaces also undergo some changes, affecting their public good nature:
They are either privatized, or they become open access due to a lack of regulatory frameworks and
mechanisms [10,11].
These institutional arrangements either restrict use to only a privileged section of society, or
in the case of open access without management, they lead to unbridled and wasteful usage [10,11].
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These general characteristics result in problems of public accessibility to these green spaces, weakening
the links between humans and nature, and thus cause ecological and environmental degradation [12].
Urban resources become open access when the government fails to enforce regulatory standards,
creating a phenomenon termed “regulatory slippage” by Foster [11]. As the gap between regulatory
standards and enforcement widens, the resource starts fading, either by becoming degraded, or by
losing its appeal to the public. Similarly, when regulatory slippage occurs in green spaces, the results are
a poor quality of facilities and amenities, in the form of vandalized equipment, broken infrastructure,
waterlogged grounds, scant grass cover, a loss of trees, polluted water in ponds and lakes, littering,
and criminal activities. With this state of affairs, these green spaces start losing their attraction for
users, and with that their raison d’être [13–15]. Regulatory slippage is more pronounced in places
where the local government is short of resources. As a result, parks and green spaces become less of
a government priority, as compared to other competing services. In order to overcome the financial
constraints, local authorities often adopt policies such as the privatization or commercialization of
green spaces. Through these processes the government gives away playgrounds and parks for outright
sale/privatization, partial privatization mainly for-profit, entities and lease, or adoption to private
parties, selling off agricultural land and green areas for residential housing schemes. These policies
not only lead to the loss of green spaces in and around cities, but also restrict access for the general
public [10,16–18]. As a result, the system witnesses an elite capture through excluding all other social,
cultural and moral claims on the basis of the power of financial and social capital.
Regulatory slippage leads to an ‘elite capture tragedy’ as overuse or overexploitation increases
the cost of access to the resource for all users, while benefitting only a limited group of people.
It is at this point when the shared urban resource acquires the status of an elite urban common
(selectively excludable, rivalrous) away from the public good (non-excludable, non-rivalrous) [12,19].
As competition increases for shared green space resources, the need to reshuﬄe the rights structure
gains urgency as a way to protect against the degradation or overexploitation of the remaining resources.
Governance and management systems for common pool resources need to be communal, in contrast
to the traditional top-down, command and control approaches [20–26]. These traditional approaches
have been criticized for seeking solutions through a hierarchical administration that cannot fully
address the complexity and uncertainty embedded in CPR natural resource systems [25–32]. Common
pool resource management requires governance based upon polycentric institutional arrangements,
studded with a network of individuals and organizations wielding self-organizing expertise, forging
decisions, scrutinizing problems, and prescribing solutions at various scales through a collaborative
and participatory process [21,25,30,32–38].
Polycentric governance allows collaboration through the sharing of both power and
respons-ibilities among a broader set of stakeholders, including community groups, government
agencies, and nongovernmental organizations [11,20,23,32–35,39–42]. It offers a framework for decision
making, taking into account political, economic, scientific, and administrative considerations at various
levels to provide a good institutional fit for governing and managing natural resources [43,44].
In a socioecological system, polycentricity provides two types of institutional fits: An ecological fit,
implying an institutional arrangement capable of dealing with the spatial and functional characteristics
of the ecological and environmental problems; and a social fit, in which the institutions are relevant
for tackling issues relating to the needs, preferences, interests and the value systems of society [45].
Therefore, a system with these institutions can exhibit greater efficiency in bringing about the desired
results than attempting this through a centralized government [26,32,35]. It can also be argued that
this system is more efficient, as it increases accountability in the system [46]. It becomes more difficult
for a corrupt or parochial practice to survive at multiple levels of governance than would have been
the case in a single level.
With this type of system, chances for opportunistic behavior, rent-seeking, and power asymmetry
can be minimized, in order to enhance efficiency and social equity to the access of common pool
resources [46].
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The focus of this research is on the prospect of an institutional re-configuration, based upon
polycentric governance and co-management as participatory approaches for urban green spaces that
lead to a more flexible and adaptive outlook. Though the concept of public participation is widely
practiced in the Global North, with varying degrees of success in its applicability [24,47–50], in the
Global South, the governance and planning systems lack an institutional design to implement this
approach [51–53]. This institutional void is a departing point of this study, using the case study of
Lahore in Pakistan, which has been called the ‘Garden City’ and is famous for its green spaces.
1.1. Discourse Analysis
This study uses discourse analysis to explore perceptions of the governance and management
of urban green spaces in Lahore. Discourse is an embodiment of certain ideas and concepts, which
impart meaning to a phenomenon [54,55]. These discourses are subjective in nature, showing the way
each individual perceives certain aspects of a phenomenon arising out of particular circumstances
and at a particular time [55]. Discourse analysis not only shows how the individual looks at certain
realities, but also brings out commonalities and points of departure in different people’s perceptions.
Discourses are central to any institutional change, as actors come up with shared definitions of reality
developed through a discursive process [56]. As such, discourses provide a way to link discursive
practices to organizational practices [57,58]. Institutions are the by-product of new ideas, perceptions
and narratives in society [56–58]. Based on this rationale, this study has used discourse analysis
to evaluate the prospects for a transition in institutional design for sustainable urban green spaces
in Lahore.
1.2. Case Study
This study examines a set of discourses revealed through an in-depth case study of urban green
spaces in Lahore. Green spaces play a critical role in developing a more livable city, thus accruing
social, economic and environmental benefits to the local population [6,59–62]. Hence, there is a need to
protect and sustain them [1,63]. Lahore, being the second largest urban center of Pakistan (behind
Karachi), has more than its fair share of problems, as is often a hallmark of a developing country [64–68].
Urban green spaces in Lahore are under acute pressure, with new demographic trends and the resultant
urbanization forcing land-use changes [69,70]. Loss of green spaces causes a loss of biodiversity and
environmental quality, and a decline of well-being in the local population [71–73]. Despite a reputation
as the historic ‘city of gardens’, Lahore continues to lose its green infrastructure—both in terms of
quantity and quality. These problems highlight the need to change governance arrangements to ensure
the sustainability of urban green spaces.
2. Materials and Methods
This study used Q methodology to reveal perspectives on the governance and management of
urban green spaces in Lahore. The Q methodology combines both qualitative and quantitative aspects.
Its utility derives from its ability to process subjective information into quantifiable data, which is
rare in the conventional techniques of discourse analysis [74–77]. It was developed by Stephenson in
1953 to apply in the field of psychology, but has been used in many other disciplines [78–82], and is
widely acknowledged for its ability to measure the subjectivity of stakeholders in environmental
studies [55,83–86].
Q-methodology has gained in popularity in recent years as it examines the emerging patterns
within and across individuals’ discursive understandings of a certain issue, revealing patterns in
a structured and interpretable way. Q-methodology gives a systematic way of reducing the divergent
viewpoints to a few manageable themes, presented as discourses [55,76,87].
Q-methodology is also an effective way of identifying the shared goals within and across different
groups, their agreements and disputes and, thereby, provide a basis for further areas of research [76,87].
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Q-methodology comprises the following six steps: (1) Defining the concourse; (2) developing
the Q-sample; (3) selecting the P-set; (4) Q-sorting; (5) statistical analysis; and (6) interpretation.
The concourse has been defined as “the flow of communicability surrounding any topic” [74] (p. 95).
In this research, the concourse was created from semi-structured interviews with key informants.
An interview protocol was developed based upon the governance arrangement approach [88,89]
(Appendix A). Five pilot interviews were conducted through Skype, and minor amendments were
made to the interview schedule. The interview questions were kept flexible to allow interviewees to
discuss their views at full length, and also to allow for the collection of information from interviewees
possessing different levels of authority, skill and knowledge.
Stakeholder groups (Table 1) were identified using an interest-influence matrix [90,91] and
an analytical categorization of stakeholders’ groups, based upon their experience, observations and
the theoretical perspective of the phenomenon in question [91]. Thus, stakeholder identification was
based on individuals, groups, and organizations with “interest” in and “influence” over the urban
green spaces in Lahore. When selecting participants from each stakeholder’s group, a purposive
sampling strategy was used for the study. The participants were deliberately chosen on the basis of their
relevance to the topic in question [92]. This kind of sampling is done by selecting those participants
who are well informed about the issue at hand, and who can contribute valuable information by virtue
of having a better understanding of the system [86,87]. Diversity of opinion is the most important
principle observed in participant selection. In this way, if a particular discourse exists, the chances
of its being revealed are far greater, even when it is very marginal [86,87]. As Lahore was the native
town of the researcher, it was easy to approach the participants through formal and personal networks.
These participants were approached by emails, and phone, as well as by personal visits to their offices,
and also some parks. In total, 30 interviews were held. These interviews were mostly conducted in
offices during office timings, but some of the interviews were also held in parks, and at participants’
homes. The interviews were conducted in accordance with the protocol approved by the School of
Geography and University of Leeds Research Ethics Committee. All participants gave their informed
consent for their participation before conducting the study. These interviews were mostly conducted
in the native language (Urdu). The average length of the interview was 35 min. These interviews were
audio recorded and subsequently translated and transcribed into English. This study relies upon
a denaturalized approach while transcribing interviews, giving precedence to the meaning contained
in a transcript.
A concourse was developed using NVivo software through coding the main themes from the
interview transcripts. A deductive approach was adopted to generate themes and codes. A structured
framework on governance arrangements was used for analyzing the interviews. The governance
arrangement comprises four aspects: Actors, including individuals, groups and organizations that
are either part of a governance arrangement, or have the potential to have influence—in this case on
urban green spaces in Lahore; discourses, which are about how these entities value urban green spaces;
rules of the game, which explain the challenges and opportunities in the planning and management of
urban green spaces; and resources, which are discussed in terms of the capacity of actors to achieve some
outcome (Appendix B). The concourse in this study consisted of 310 statements. A saturation point of
repetition was reached with a greater number of statements in the concourse [82,93]. The statements
were kept in their original form, as they came from the source, except for occasionally supplying nouns
for clarity.
After assembling the concourse, the next task was to reduce the statements to those that
would be used in the Q-sort [55,87]. A four-by-four matrix was developed following Dryzek &
Berejikian [94], to provide a structured approach for selecting the statements [55,76,94]. This matrix
had two dimensions. The first dimension is the ‘discourse element’, which explains the political aspect
of discourse. It includes; Ontology, or set of entities, which in this case constitute a set of entities such
as individuals, groups, organizations, and governmental departments; agency is the capacity or degree
of these entities to act, or to be acted upon; agents and their motivations describes the motivation of
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actors, for instance self-interest, civic virtue, survival, and so on; relations are natural and unnatural
political relationships. The second dimension of the matrix consisted of types of claim. These types
are the definitive claims that give meaning to the terms, designative claims that are statements of
fact, evaluative claims which explain the worth of something that does or could exist, and advocative
claims that are concerned that something should or should not exist (Table 2).
Table 1. Stakeholder groups for semi-structured interviews and the Q-sorting process.
Stakeholders’ Group Organizations/Institutions/Public
Number of
Interviews
N = 30
Number of
Q-Sorts
N = 27
Government Stakeholders
Parks and Horticulture Authority 2 2
Punjab Forestry Department 2 2
Lahore Walled City Authority 2 1
Metropolitan Corporation Lahore 1 1
Environmental Protection Department 2 1
Politician 2 3
Department of Planning and Development 1 1
Cantonment Board, Cantt 1 0
Non-governmental
Stakeholders
Private
Expert (landscape and horticulture) 2 2
Lahore Chamber of Commerce 1 0
Private Developer 1 1
Civil
Society
International NGOs with local partners 2 2
Local Environmental group 2 2
Academia 2 2
Media 2 2
Users 5 5
Table 2. A matrix for filtering statements using categories, discourse element, and types of claim.
Types of Claim
Elements of Discourse
Ontology
(Set of Entities)
Agency
(Degree of Agency
Assigned to Entities)
Actors and
Motivations Relations
Definitive
(Meaning of term) 1 2 3 4
Designative
(Statements of fact) 5 6 7 8
Evaluative
(Worth of something) 9 10 11 12
Advocative
(Should or should not exist) 13 14 15 16
Source: Adapted by Dryzek & Berejikian (1993).
Vague, confusing and overlapping statements were omitted from the matrix in order to reduce
the number of statements. About equal numbers of statements for each cell in the matrix were chosen.
Finally, the statements were selected in a way that they represent almost equal numbers of positive,
negative (opposing) and neutral arguments, thereby allowing the interviewees to give viewpoints
covering all angles. The sample consisted of 64 statements. A pilot was carried out with three colleagues
in order to test the clarity of the statements, as well as to test the ease with which it was possible to sort
them. Following the pilot, a number of statements were dispensed with, because they were confusing
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and repetitive. Additionally, it was found that the large size of the Q-sample made the sort too time
consuming. Therefore, a final set of 48 statements was selected.
The next step was the formation of the P-set, which is a structured sample of respondents.
The number of participants in a Q-study, as opposed to other traditional techniques such as surveys,
does not need to be large, however the size of this P-set should be large enough to provide the
strong data for statistical analysis. In Q-methodology, instead of focusing on the number or quantity,
participants are chosen on the basis of their comprehensive knowledge and the diversity of their
views [86,87]. It is possible to complete a Q-study with a small number of participants; for example,
Barry and Proops [55] found that only 12 participants could provide statistically valid results.
Watts and Stenner [87] explain that the number of participants involved in Q-studies can be small
or large “unless [this number] is less than the number of items in your Q-set” (p. 73). In our study,
we aimed to obtain data at the Q-sort stage from the same participants who participated in the
semi-structured interviews. A total of 22 out of 30 interviewees responded positively when contacted
at the Q-sorting stage. Additional participants were added in order to cover any gaps among those
in the stakeholder group who did not respond at the Q-sorting stage. Given the time constraints,
27 Q-sorts in total were obtained, covering all the categories of the stakeholder groups, and providing
comprehensive and diverse information in response to the questions.
In the fourth stage of Q-methodology, participants ranked the selected statements based on how
strongly they agreed or disagreed with them. To obtain Q-sorts from the participants, printed cards
and a distribution grid were used. All 48 statements were written on square cards. These statements
were written in English and Urdu on both sides of the cards. The cards were randomly numbered.
For this study, the distributional grid comprised a 9-point scale from −4 to +4, indicating the least
agreed statements, neutral, and most agreed ones. A forced quasi-normal distribution was adopted
where participants were asked to place one card in each cell of the grid (Figure 1). The Q-sort was
recorded on a printed version of the distribution grid, by noting down the number given to each
card by the researcher (Appendix C). After the Q-sorting process, the participants were interviewed
to clarify their position for selecting those statements. The participants were further asked if they
found anything missing in the Q-sort for which they would like to give some additional information.
This interview after the Q-sorting was helpful for the interpretation of the results.Sustainability 2019, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW 7 of 30 
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The next stage was the factor analysis, which is the quantitative part of a Q-study. The factor
analysis was conducted using the software PQ method 2.35, which has been designed exclusively
for Q-methodology. In the analysis, all of the Q-sorts were correlated, and a correlation matrix was
developed. The data was analyzed using centroid factor analysis, and four factors were extracted and
further rotated through Varimax rotation [87].
The factors generated through this process do not represent any specific Q-sorts from individuals,
but represent an ideal type of Q-sort [55,87]. Hence, each Q-sort contains traces of more than one
respondent’s sort. The significance of each factor was calculated statistically, being considered significant
if its Eigenvalue was higher than 1 [87] (Appendix D). Another statistical criterion was used, where at
least two participants are significant to load for each factor [87] (Appendix E).
The final step in the Q-methodology is an interpretation of the factors to create the social discourses
revealed by the study. The statements correlating together were compiled into a discourse, and were
then given a label. A crib sheet method was used to examine the factor array [87] (Appendix F).
In this method, the significance of a statement was determined when a factor placed it at an either
extremely high or a low level, in comparison to the other factors. The statements with the same ranking,
either on higher or lower sides in more than one discourse, have far fewer chances of gaining any
importance. In contrast to this scenario, a statement attracting a 0 ranking can be more revealing, and
hence more valuable if the other discourses place it extremely high or low. Interpretation through this
method not only depends upon explaining the comparative positioning of the statements in discourses,
but it also stresses the need to give a discourse a coherent point of view [87,94]. Thus, an anomaly
can be addressed through its explanation. The interpretation also rests on interviews held with the
participants of the Q-study beforehand to generate the concourse, as well as the interviews during the
Q-sorting process [87,94].
3. Results
The study revealed four discourses: Efficient management, pro/anti administrative,
leadership/capacity building and decentralization or elite capture (Table 3). An important aspect
of the results of this study is the three discourses emerging as bipolar factors. This bipolar feature of
a factor shows that like-minded individuals were rolled into the same factor, as they adopted a similar
pattern of sorting with a similar discursive position (Table 4). Others, however, held diametrically
opposite points of view on the issue as they loaded negatively on the same factor [95]. The bipolarity
of the discourse reveals an inherent conflict within a factor. Factor B of the discourse of administrative
rationality has one negative loader that belongs to the user category. This result shows stakeholders’
dissatisfaction with the government’s performance. However, it is also different from the discourse
of efficient management, as this participant thinks that people are not fully capable of participating
in activities related to the management of urban green spaces (personal interview, 8 October 2017).
Factor C and D, representing the discourse of capacity building and decentralization respectively,
have one negative loader for each factor, and that is bureaucracy. It shows that the bureaucratic
viewpoint runs contrary to both of the discourses.
Table 3. Results of Factor Analysis for each Factor.
Factor A
Efficient management
Factor B
Pro/Anti administrative
Factor C
Leadership/capacity
building
Factor D
Decentralization or
Elite Capture
Eigenvalue 3.2 1.67 1.29 1.32
Number of Q-sorts
significantly Loading 9 5 5 5
Stakeholder groups
Government,
Environmental group,
Private Developers,
Academia, Media, Users
Government, Experts and
Users
Government, Experts
and Users
Government,
Environmental group,
Academia
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Table 4. Stakeholders’ loading on each factor.
Stakeholders’ Group Factor A Factor B Factor C Factor D
Government 2 3 2 −1 1 −1
Environmental
groups/NGOs 1 0 0 2
Media 2 0 0 0
Users 2 −1 1 0
Private Developers 1 0 0 0
Academia 1 0 0 1
Experts 0 1 1 0
The results of this analysis can be placed in the context of developing countries, where a huge gap
exists between the government and civil society [96–98], except for factor C (leadership and capacity
building), where the government is seen to be supportive of NGOs’ roles in leadership. The position
being taken here seems to be opposite to the stance taken by factor B, where government is strongly
against the NGOs’ roles in the management of green spaces. However, if we split the category of
the government group, which comprises elected representatives and bureaucracy, then two Q-sorts
positively loading on this factor belong to elected representatives, while the negative loader is
a bureaucrat, therefore showing a conflict between these two stakeholder categories. The on-ground
reality in Lahore, where bureaucracy is more powerful, stronger and rigid than the political figures,
is that these situations are not uncommon. This also shows that elected members are somehow flexible,
as compared to bureaucracy, which puts its institution above everything, and shows more resistance to
change than the findings in the current study.
3.1. Discourse A: Efficient Management
This discourse has emerged as a result of the perceptions of green space management in which
the government lacks the wherewithal to run the system more efficiently (Table 5). The dissatisfaction
of participants from the existing system, which is quite palpable, places mistrust upon the government,
underlining the need to adopt an approach based upon public participation for the governance and
management of green spaces. Statement 17 (+3) shows that the actors involved in this discourse are
fully aware of the importance of green spaces for improving the environment. However, they seem
palpably dissatisfied with the process of policy making, as well as its implementation at different levels.
The participants view the policy-makers as having very little interest in improving the environment.
Instead, they are out to protect their personal interests (30, +3 & 22, −4). As in past Q-sorting interviews,
the participants pointed out that the government was more interested in developmental projects,
rather than the environment, such as widening roads at the expense of green spaces. As such, in this
discourse, the participants want citizens to take over management, as their right, as well as their civic
duty (7, +4). There is a rejection of the claim that people’s socio-economic conditions are an obstacle to
engaging them in governance (23, −4). Hence, people need to start to work together in social networks,
such as community groups, private clubs and voluntary organizations (5, +2).
This discourse also calls for the management of green spaces on a more scientific basis.
Here, the involvement of academia to lead the way has been stressed, with the belief that bureaucracy
lacks the scientific outlook and knowledge so vital to managing parks and green spaces, and handling
the environment in general (35, +4).
In addition to scientific input, the importance of local cultural institutions is also recognized,
especially in creating awareness—preferably among the religious, given their far-reaching impact upon
society (33, +3).
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This discourse emphasizes that public participation is the only way forward for improving the
ecological health of the city, as well as lending legitimacy to the system. Therefore, this discourse
recommends organic changes in the governance of urban green spaces, based upon a new institutional
design studded with non-state actors at multiple scales and levels.
Table 5. Selected statements from the Crib sheet for Factor A.
St.No. Most Agreed and Disagreed Statements Position in Q-Sort
7 Every citizen has to contribute to green spaces, because they are using theseresources or nature. They are consuming, so they must play their part. +4
35 I think technocrats [expert knowledge] should have a bigger role; the rightman for the right job is what needed. But it is not being done. +4
17
In our country, not much importance is given to the environment. Once
climate change was a ministry, and then it becomes a department, which
again became a ministry, but toothless kind of ministry.
+3
30
The environment is not our priority. Our policymakers want to show that
stuff to the masses, on the basis of which they will get more votes in the
coming elections.
+3
33
I must say that the role of Ulemas (religious leaders) can be very positive.
They are being used for the wrong things. If we engage them, I mean to say
that we can use that institution as well.
+3
5
I think there is no community culture here. They need to develop a
community culture. Where there are parks, people in the neighborhood
should have meetings, or they should have clubs, so they can specify that in
this area this is what they need.
+2
20
Green spaces are not adequate in the inner city. We do have funds, but people
do not want to leave their places. They are ready to die for every single inch
of land.
−4
22 For a long time new parks have not been formed, as the government does nothave sufficient land. −4
23
This is cuckoo land. These people in the inner city do not have money to
maintain their houses, so how do you ask these people to make a garden on
their rooves.
−4
3.2. Discourse B: Pro/Anti-Administrative
This is a bipolar factor (Table 6). Out of five, one Q-sort has a negative loading on this factor,
in the opposite direction to the overall discourse. This discourse shows full support for the existing
administrative system for green spaces, while rejecting suspicion about the role of government in this
system (9, −4). It also disowns the viewpoint that there are systematic flaws in the planning of green
spaces (31, −3). However, this discourse concedes that the situation is not very good due to a lack of
coordination among various departments (11, +3), and due to resource constraints, including land,
as explained in statement 22 (+4) and 14 (+3). Therefore, it attaches a priority to the generation of
funds locally.
Although this discourse favors citizen participation in the governance of green spaces (7, +4)
paradoxically, it declares other actors, such as experts and scientists (35, −2), environmental groups
and NGOs (3, −2), and religious groups (33, −1) as irrelevant, and considers that their involvement is
not enough to turn things around.
The opposite of this discourse highlights different issues, which are considered to be down to the
poor performance of government in managing green spaces (9, +4 & 31, +3), rejecting the stance of
a shortage of resources as the main cause of ineffective governance (22, −4 & 14, −3). The viewpoints in
this discourse disprove the idea of public participation as the solution (7, −4). This discourse identifies
a new actor, the private sector, contending that it can play a positive role in improving greenery for
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the city (37, 0). This discourse shows a tilt towards commercialization or privatization, which is also
evident in statement 29 (−4), where it completely rejects the idea that commercialization in parks results
in increasing grey structures, ruining the true spirit of green areas. In summary, while placing both
government and citizens in a dim light, it puts weight behind a new actor—the private sector—which,
according to this viewpoint, needs to come to the forefront.
Table 6. Selected statements from the Crib sheet for Factor B.
St.No. Most Agreed and Disagreed Statements
Position in Q-Sort
Positive
Loader
Negative
Loader
22 For a long time new parks have not been formed, as the government doesnot have sufficient land. +4 −4
29
I think things are getting commercialized. People go to green spaces for a
walk, but they have increased the grey structure. You are bringing those
kind of facilities which are damaging the true spirit of UGS.
+4 −4
7 Every citizen has to contribute to green spaces, because they are using theseresources or nature. They are consuming, so they must play their part. +4 −4
14
The local government needs to generate funds. So, if we go to any park or
historical place in the western country, we have to pay for that. Why cannot
we pay the fee? They can generate their own resources.
+3 −3
11
In our country, our bureaucratic system, there are turf wars. There is less
coordination, less unity, and not a single united policy upon which
everyone is agreed.
+3 −3
37
I have seen that our private sector is more aware than the government
sector on the virtue of environmental protection, as most of the private
housing schemes have green spaces as dominant features.
0 0
33
I must say that the role of Ulemas can be very positive. They are being used
for the wrong things. If we engage them, I mean to say that we can use that
institution as well.
−1 +1
35 I think technocrats should have a bigger role; the right man for the right jobis what needed. But it is not being done. −2 +2
3
I feel that these local group environment groups should come forward.
They should take the lead and the NGOs should back them up by giving
excellent solid scientific support.
−2 +2
31 Planning varies from area to area in Lahore. Posh areas where policymakerslive and have their influence are better looked after and managed. −3 +3
9
The government does not allocate enough budgets for EPD. That shows the
priority of our leaders, our politicians and our government, and if they
think that the environment is OK this is a western agenda, and these are
rich people tantrums.
−4 +4
3.3. Discourse C: Leadership and Capacity Building
This is also a bipolar factor (Table 7), where out of five, one Q-sort has negatively loaded on
the factor. This describes the mirror image of the discourse. The discourse emphasizes the role
of leadership and capacity building for the citizen, underlining that people are not fully aware
of the problems, and they do not have enough knowledge (26, +3 & 36, −3). It further explains
that the main reason for this lack of awareness is their socio-economic conditions (23, +3). Hence,
there is a need for environmental groups and NGOs to come forward and take some leadership in
capacity building among people, increasing awareness, so that they can understand the issue at hand
(13, +4 & 3, +3). This discourse also recognizes that civil society has a role to play in taking political
action, as governments are still ineffective at coming up with a good solutions for managing green
spaces (38, +4).
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Table 7. Selected statements from the Crib sheet for Factor C.
St.No. Most Agreed and Disagreed Statements
Position in Q-Sort
Positive
Loaders
Negative
Loader
1
People do not realize what is quality of life. The Quality of life is not about
taking the big house; quality of life is what is inhaling, how you feel, or is
your brain at peace. That is the quality of life.
+4 −4
13
The civil society should take responsibility. Sometimes there is limited
capacity and knowledge, so civil society can bridge that gap, and ensure
that good laws are enacted and complied with.
+4 −4
38
I think in our system the NGOs need to interfere, because when they
protest on something, it catches the attention of the media, resulting in
some progress and negotiation, and so there is some betterment.
+4 −4
23
This is cuckoo land. These people in the inner city do not have any money
to maintain their houses, so how do you ask these people to make a garden
on their rooves.
+3 −3
26
How many people have the budgeting concept? Even if I have it, I will not
want that headache. In this situation, it is unnecessary interference to
involve a layman.
+3 −3
3
I feel that these local group environment groups should come forward.
They should take the lead, and NGO should back them up by giving
excellent solid scientific support.
+3 −3
46
When talking about the Lahore city the local environmental group is a
powerful pressure group, so its activists do not let anything go wrong here
easily. They are quite vigilant; parks cannot be transformed for any other
purposes.
+2 −2
36
Green spaces are meant to be used by users, but if you ask me, if they have
any role in policy making and decision making, it is not like that they
should be involved in this process.
−3 +3
37
I have seen that our private sector is more aware than the government
sector on the virtue of environmental protection, as most of the private
housing schemes have green spaces as their dominant features.
−4 +4
5
I think there is no community culture here. They need to develop a
community culture. Where there are parks, people in the neighborhood
should have meetings, or they should have clubs, so they can specify that
in this area what do they need.
−4 +4
This reverse discourse recognizes that it is the civic right of people to participate in the
decision-making process for green spaces (36, +3). Therefore, this discourse stresses the idea of
community empowerment as being demonstrated in statement 5 (+4). It disagrees with the stance that
the user groups are naïve (26,−3), but emphasizes that people know what they want, as it disagrees with
statement 1 (−4). However, this discourse is not satisfied with the performance of local environmental
groups, as it disagrees with statement 46 (−2). It rejects civil society’s role in any form, either as
a watchdog or as a capacity builder, as it strongly denies these two statements (38, −4 & 13, −4).
This discourse is neither satisfied with the government’s role, nor that of the NGOs, but rather considers
the private sector better than both of them (37, +4).
In short, the positive side of this discourse is about bringing NGOs to the forefront, if anything
meaningful is to be done for empowering people and building their capacity, leading to public
participation. On the negative side, however, a discourse emerges which favors citizen participation,
but shows dissatisfaction with the big actors, government and the NGOs, and therefore emphasizes
bringing a new actor into the equation, which is the private sector.
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3.4. Discourse D: Decentralisation or Elite Capture
This discourse (Table 8) shows an inherent conflict between bureaucracy and political government
(16, +3), while representing the pro-decentralization viewpoint which demands the devolution of
power to the local level. It admits that planning about green spaces is not effective, as it mentions
social inequality as the main issue (31, +4), but the primary reason for mismanagement is the lack of
devolution of power at the local level (21, +2). It denies the role of the public in the governance and
management of green spaces (5, −4 & 7, −3), and emphasizes that the problems related to these green
spaces can be solved only with the involvement of the government, which can provide a conducive
environment for change (43, +4). However, it also admits that the government should be accountable
to people by providing them with all the information about the system (2, +3).
Table 8. Selected statements from the Crib sheet for Factor D.
St.No Most Agreed and Disagreed Statements
Position in Q-Sort
Positive
Loaders
Negative
Loaders
31 Planning varies from area to area in Lahore. Posh areas where policymakerslive and have their influence are better looked after and managed. +4 −4
43
The green spaces and their problem cannot be solved until it is not taken at
the government level. Other problems can be solved at the individual level,
but for green spaces and tree plantation, government have to give some
policy. Yet at city level, government has to give some policy.
+4 −4
2
At least all the parks in Lahore should be digitized and mapped in GIS and
as online information, where people can know when its maintenance is due,
and when it is done. How much is the budget, how much has been spent?
There should be information sharing, so that people will come to know the
government preferences towards the parks and the green spaces.
+3 −3
16
We have brought back the local government system again after a nine years
gap, but they do not have any power. All of the authority is held by the
chairman of the LDA or the chairman of the PHA.
+3 −3
21
If local government needs a budget, they cannot increase a few fines or fees
or tax, as they need to take permission from the provincial government,
and the provincial government will not allow it. They cannot generate their
own funds, so the cities cannot be run
+2 −2
30
The environment is not our priority. Our policymakers want to show that
stuff to the masses, on the basis of which, they will get more votes in the
coming elections.
−2 +2
48
Private participation is too little. And if we talk about what the private
sector is doing, it is mostly undertaking tree planting initiatives. They have
no participation in policymaking.
−2 +2
37
I have seen that our private sector is more aware than the government
sector on the virtue of environment protection, as most of the private
housing schemes have green spaces as dominant features.
−4 +4
The negative loader on this discourse emphasizes that public participation as an important part
of the management of green spaces (7, +3). However, it also understands that people must organize
themselves if they want to take part in the management of green spaces (5, +4). It is not satisfied with
NGOs’ roles in the present scenario (27, +3).
This discourse underlines mistrust of political actors, which is, according to participants, because
they are more interested in self-serving pursuits (30, +2). However, this discourse also explains that,
currently, the private sector is better at the management of green spaces (37, +4), and at the same time
it explains that in the present circumstances the private sector should play a larger role (48, +2).
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4. Discussion
The aim of this study was to examine the prevailing discourses in the city, in order to understand
stakeholders’ perceptions of the institutional design required for effective, efficient and sustainable
governance and management of urban green spaces in Lahore. One limitation being faced by the study
was its low explanatory variance. It is mainly because governance is a vast subject, and because of that,
most of the data was not focused on one idea. This made the ranking exercise a more complex process.
Study variance can be increased if more participants are added to the Q-sorting process. But given the
fact that this study is a part of a PhD project and due to time constraints, it was difficult to approach
more participants at that time.
The Q-method revealed four discourses, out of which three are further divided into sub-discourses.
It is evident that the governance and management of green spaces are both highly contested in Lahore,
illustrating the need for polycentric governance of this common pool resource. However, efficient
management, the most dominating and legitimate discourse of the study, underlines the need for social
innovation through developing local institutions in pursuit of the management and governance of
urban green spaces in Lahore.
The discourse on efficient management is parallel to the dominant global discourse on natural
resource management, which emphasizes the public participation approaches at the core of managing
sustainable systems [11,19,22,23,28,31,32,34–36,99,100]. This discourse has emerged because of
stakeholders’ dissatisfaction with existing inefficient bureaucratic forms of management and control.
Dissatisfaction indicates their lack of trust in the state, which is essential to the functioning of
a system [101,102]. The analysis of interviews and post Q-sorting interviews for this study express
stakeholders’ dissatisfaction on many levels; against government’s ineffective policy-making and its
implementation, lack of vision for shared goals in decision making and the manage-ment of green
spaces. This dissatisfaction also shows itself where the participants feel a lack of influence over
decision-making and the management of green spaces.
Empowerment seems to be a new slogan, as is evident from this discourse. These local stakeholders
want power in the form of civic rights to manage urban green spaces. The literature on common pool
resources implies these civic rights need to be property rights, which gives more power to the local actors
for rule-making regarding urban natural resources, and also provides incentives to the stakeholders in
the form of the custodianship of the resource in question [12,21,100,103]. Hence, in the sustainable
management of urban green spaces, secure and well-defined property rights become a distinctive
characteristic [12,100,104,105]. In western countries there are examples where these rights have been
successfully assigned to communities through different local initiatives, such as urban gardening,
allotments and community gardens. However, studies show that when upscaling these local initiatives,
their success is determined by the presence of strong social networks that provide technical, political
and financial resources [106–108]. In Berlin, a project called 20 Green walks has been developed for
a green corridor network. The project was initiated by two NGOs and evolved into co-governance with
the local government and its citizens. Different capacities and resources, such as funding, provision of
GIS data for mapping, maintenance of pathways, disseminating information through the website, and
political approval of the path network by local government, have resulted in its inclusion in formal
UGI Planning [107]. There are several examples mentioned in the literature where civil society and
local government have collaborated for innovative practices, ranging from local community actions to
formal policy making for sustainable and equitable urban green spaces [106–109].
The efficient management discourse underlines a desire for change. This discourse aims at bringing
institutional change where it highlights the importance of sharing resources and expertise from every
field. This above-mentioned discussion henceforth indicates that participants in this discourse have
the normative stance, which coincides with the ideas and thoughts expressed in the literature on
public participation, expressing a desire for institutional change and a departure from the beaten track,
followed by a bureaucratic state in favor of shared values, and power, as a way of implementing
governance, and hence a way forward.
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Discourse B favors the existing institutional design based on the bureaucratic system in Pakistan
in general, and Lahore in particular. The participants seemed to be satisfied with the performance
of the government as far as the quality and quantity of urban green spaces in Lahore are concerned.
Lack of the availability of land and other resource crises remain prominent areas of discussion, as is
the case in most developing countries [110,111]. Though, at the same time, this discourse is not against
citizen participation, the participants express skepticism regarding the role of NGOs. The administrative
rationality uncovers a latent struggle between the government and these NGOs, with the former less
interested in NGOs or in issues like capacity building. Najam [96] described this ‘inescapable’ tension
as a defining feature of governmental-NGOs relations, whose goals, interests, priorities and resources
collide in the policy stream; sometimes by intent, sometimes by default.
The unacceptability of NGOs may be due to the different motivations and goals of the state and
NGO sectors [112–114], but at the same time participants in this discourse are not ready to share their
power with other actors, such as academia or local groups. This discourse favors public participation,
but remains silent on the means to this end, and instead wants the public to render services on their
own without any facilitation from the government. This shows that bureaucrats are less willing to share
their power, thereby resisting any institutional change that will weaken their stranglehold over the
government—findings which are in line with most of the literature in developing countries [115,116].
Overall, this discourse brings to the fore two conflicting perspectives. The reverse of this discourse,
however, shows an entirely different picture, as the participants look at the administrative rationality as
a problem and not an asset for urban green spaces in Lahore. The second perspective however totally
negates public participation, though concedes a marginal role of NGOs as a watchdog for accountability.
Although discourse C is in favor of an institutional change for managing urban green spaces,
it emphasizes creating awareness among citizens as the first and foremost step in developing
a pro-environmental mindset that is fully helpful in the management of urban green spaces. The learning
process is a quantum leap, as an individual can better participate in environmental improvement
programs after developing understating, motivation and the required skills [117,118]. Therefore,
this discourse emphasizes the role of leadership and capacity building in the management of urban
green spaces in Lahore.
According to this discourse the public should participate in nation-building activities aimed
at improving the way of life of the common people. Public participation is the citizens’ basic and
democratic right [119]. The development of this kind of behavior is key to a real change in the power
equation in any local setting. The way resource users organize themselves and their awareness about
their rights are the main factors for changing the power dynamics in the system [120,121]. Therefore,
there is a strong need to bring awareness to the people, which can be achieved through providing them
with environmental education through formal and non-formal methods, and which can have a direct
bearing on their quality of life [122]. This discourse understands that this leadership role should
be taken by NGOs or local interest groups. NGOs are much better placed to assume the leadership
role, given their outlook being wedded to empowering communities, and thereby playing a capacity
building role in many of the cases—bridging gaps when there are contending views between local
people and government agencies, and above all addressing issues causing friction between, within or
among communities [123]. This role goes a long way in integrating the interests of local people with
environmental concerns.
However, the inherent conflict shown by the reverse side of this discourse is the lack of trust,
both of the government and the NGOs. Here, NGOs and civil society are considered not yet ready to
play the role required, while the government is not performing according to the expectations of the
public. Hence, it emphasizes bringing in another actor, the private sector, to play its role and bridge
the prevailing gap.
Discourse D adopts a pro-decentralized stance, by emphasizing that nothing but the devolution
of power to the local level is the key to the success of natural resource management. The World
Development Report states that decentralization is a means of ‘bringing the State closer to the
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people’ [124] (p. 110). This seems true, as only local government facilitates the involvement of civil
society actors in the governance, planning and implementation of development projects, thereby
brightening the prospects of greater public participation and transparency, and the redressal of resource
crunch [119]. The environmentalists eulogize the concept of decentralization, as it has the wherewithal
to reshape the institutions upon which future local natural resource management will depend, thereby
making way for establishing institutions for sustainability and social inclusion [119,125].
However, whether decentralization can achieve its objective, leading to a representative,
accountable and equitable process, depends strongly on which actors have been given the discretionary
power to run the resources. Hence, the fate of decentralization very much depends upon whether the
local governments are receptive to public participation, or if it is another case of a concentration of
authority [119,126,127]. A study has established a positive correlation between decentralization and
green spaces’ impacts on peoples’ lives in the core cities of the EU [128]. Another study in Africa has
indicated that decentralization leads to enhanced public participation through the improvement and
reshaping of the local institutions for natural resource management [129]. One study in Asia and the
Pacific explains that outcome decentralization has gone against expectations, especially when and
where local governments are made to work under the supervision of higher levels of government
with financial powers [130]. A government with a nationalist outlook mostly exercises control over
decentralized governance structures, and allows only limited autonomy through political control,
through a partial devolution with constraints on financial arrangements [131]. This is the case in
the current study, where local government is undermined by the power of bureaucracy and the
provincial government.
However, the essence of decentralization is a greater and more wide-ranging public participation,
along with powerful local authorities wielding meaningful discretionary powers, resulting in
a representative, accountable, efficient, equitable and sustainable system on a local level [132,133].
This political system is most viable for natural resource management, as only an accountable and
representative local government can ensure environmental well-being on a long-term basis. This point
is also stressed in the present study’s discourse, advocating decentralization, but not empowerment.
The participants here do not approve of the concept of a greater grassroots public participation, or the
leadership role of a local interest group. They want a token participation of the public, whereby the
local government is accountable for keeping the public informed, considering the right to information
as the first stage in the process of participation [134]. The prevailing mindset gives hints of a system
based more upon elite capture than power-sharing and public welfare, through an accountable setup.
The standpoint taken by the flipside of this discourse is somewhat in line with the public
participation discourse, in which the government is less trustworthy, and the need for public
participation through involving civil society is emphasized. However, this discourse also brings the
private sector into the present scenario, where private sector inclusion is not only supported, but their
contribution is demanded in the policy-making process.
5. Conclusions
This study presents the diverse views of key stakeholders in Lahore on green spaces, giving
their perspectives on planning and management. The discourses describe a governance system that is
contested, representing loose and fragmented power centers, demanding to be accepted and included
in the pursuit of management and governance. The study shows that all the stakeholders are ready to
participate in the management and governance of urban green spaces. Hence, it indicates the need for
bringing together various local power centers through collaborative and co-management schemes,
as envisaged in the polycentric governance framework, to build an efficient, sustainable and socially
equitable system of urban green spaces.
This research is based upon the concept of public participation from the polycentric governance
literature, with the objective of singling out discourses that have the potential to bring about institutional
change for the urban green spaces in Lahore. The most significant discourse that emerged with the
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potential to bring about a fundamental change is that involving citizens at the grassroots level.
This discourse signals mistrust between citizens and the government, hence the need to replace
the anachronistic system through political re-organization, developing social capital based on the
principles of power-sharing and shared values in a local scenario. The discourse of capacity building
and leadership is also parallel to this discourse, as it gives importance to social learning and capacity
building to empower citizens, but at the same time it indicates less trust in the government to achieve
their goals.
Although the discourse regarding decentralization is also focused on changing the power equation
in the management of urban green spaces in Lahore, it mostly confines itself to the devolution of power
to a local government, falling short of developing the concept of citizen participation, and so conflicting
with the other two discourses which seek public empowerment. The decentralization discourse is not
prepared to give any power to NGOs or civil society in green space governance. It explains public
participation from a very limited and parochial perspective. The discourse with pro-administrative
rationality is at odds with all other discourses, interestingly challenging them by justifying the role of
government and bureaucracy as the only good and effective institutions to bring about the change that
the people are looking for, with reference to urban green spaces or otherwise. It places no, or a low,
level of trust on the individual as an agent of change, and contrary to the concept of power-sharing,
believes in a power dynamic based on individuality and antagonism. These results clearly show that,
overwhelmingly, the discourses are in favor of changing the power dynamics in the system at certain
levels with different strategies. However, the less dominating, status quo-oriented administrative
discourse serves as a barrier, resisting efforts to change to this idea at all levels. The presence of
a dominating discourse on public participation as efficient management, but its non-existence in
practicality, reveals that the system is highly influenced and fettered by rigid power structures, and
therefore there is a need for a reshuﬄing of the power equation for the institutionalization of the
discourse of efficient management. The results of this study suggest a need for policy reforms to develop
a conducive environment, in which all of the actors can be engaged through different collaborative
and co-management schemes, in order to achieve economically efficient, ecologically sustainable, and
socially equitable urban green spaces in Lahore.
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Appendix A
Interview schedule
Introduction:
• How do you understand urban green spaces? Any example.
• Can you identify some specific issues regarding the quality (facilities and maintenance) and
quantity (amount and accessibility) of existing green spaces?
Actors:
• Can you identify different actors in the planning and management of urban green spaces in
Lahore? What role they play, or in what ways they are important?
• What sort of relationship exists among these actors for the governance of green spaces?
Discourses:
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• Why are urban green spaces important?
• What are the main objectives of the planning and management of the green spaces in Lahore?
Probe for benefits such as economic, aesthetic, recreational, city image, etc.
• Do you agree with objectives mentioned above, or what do you think it should be?
(difference and similarities)
• What factors do you think can hinder the achievement of your goals?
Rules of the game:
• How are green spaces planned and managed in Lahore?
• Does the development of a green space associate with some other types of developments in Lahore?
• What is the role of your organization? How do you participate in this process?
• Does government facilitate the participation of other actors, and to what extent?
Resources/power:
• How are the resources for the green spaces in Lahore ensured or obtained? Probe further for
financial, political and human resources
• Does the procurement of resources disturb the balance of power by giving some groups extra
leverage during developing and managing green spaces in Lahore?
Conclusion:
• How can the green spaces in Lahore be related to the sustainable development? (economic, social
and environmental development)
• What are the challenges to achieving this goal?
• Which is the most critical factor? Why?
• Which institutions/organizations should be improved for the development and management of
green spaces?
• What constitutes a way forward for the successful governance and management of green spaces?
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Q 3: Why t e cards on ex e right (most agreed) make the s ate en so important for you?
Q 4: Why are you least agreed with the cards on extreme left?
Q 5: Is there any card that have stood out to you? Maybe it does not make any sense to you, or you
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Appendix D
Table A1. Un-rotated factor matrix s i g the Eigenvalues for each factor.
Q-Sort.No. Factor A Factor B Factor C Factor D
1 0.2454 −0.1446 0.1368 0.524
2 0.5054 −0.1363 −0.1765 0.3383
3 0.2745 −0.3719 −0.0829 0.1099
4 0.0416 0.4762 −0.2296 −0.1201
5 0.574 0.1606 −0.2095 0.1252
6 0.2669 −0.3091 −0.1563 0.0395
7 −0.1165 0.0975 0.3797 −0.2352
8 0.3286 0.0498 0.1579 0.1248
9 0.595 0.2068 0.0924 0.0774
10 0.6446 0.0753 0.1742 0.0515
11 0.1509 0.2066 0.0678 −0.4369
12 0.2587 0.2465 0.0547 0.1772
13 0.451 0.0007 0.2453 0.1068
14 −0.0344 0.1534 0.2126 0.1961
15 0.1441 0.2244 −0.2044 −0.2174
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Table A1. Cont.
Q-Sort.No. Factor A Factor B Factor C Factor D
16 0.2593 0.1549 −0.0566 −0.2877
17 0.4023 0.1071 0.3679 −0.2675
18 −0.1815 0.2363 −0.1531 0.1663
19 −0.2286 0.3502 0.0747 0.1869
20 0.4308 −0.1621 −0.0631 −0.2252
21 0.3866 −0.1021 0.3451 −0.2757
22 0.1193 0.277 −0.01 0.1848
23 0.0553 −0.5728 0.11 −0.0661
24 0.4565 0.0712 −0.4724 0.0538
25 0.548 0.1374 −0.1736 0.1254
26 0.0164 −0.2158 0.4136 −0.1404
27 0.2733 0.4381 0.1723 0.2788
Eigenvalue 3.2499 1.6816 1.2975 1.3298
% of
Explanatory
Variance
12 6 5 5
Appendix E
Table A2. Factor matrix with an X Indicating a defining Q-Sort.
Q-Sort.No. Factor A Factor B Factor C Factor D
1 0.3991 X 0.0595 −0.0871 −0.4516 X
2 0.4912 X 0.2707 −0.2968 −0.1303
5 0.5415 X 0.1109 −0.2621 0.2015
8 0.3768 X 0.0318 0.0824 −0.0338
9 0.6169 X 0.0353 0.0270 0.1699
10 0.6327 X 0.1587 0.1216 0.1180
13 0.4812 X 0.1125 0.1713 −0.0358
25 0.5205 X 0.1128 −0.2276 0.1721
27 0.5205 X 0.1128 −0.2276 0.1721
3 0.1637 0.4165 X −0.0948 −0.1527
6 0.1319 0.3929 X −0.1367 −0.0477
19 −0.0203 −0.4563 X −0.0356 −0.0743
20 0.2325 0.3895 X 0.0446 0.2426
23 −0.1040 0.5048 X 0.1722 −0.2287
7 −0.840 −0.1416 0.4356 X 0.0754
17 0.3524 0.0780 0.4310 X 0.2533
21 0.2763 0.2552 0.4307 X 0.1673
24 0.3349 0.2070 −0.4615 X 0.2677
26 −0.0086 0.1476 0.4499 X −0.1154
4 0.0677 −0.3099 −0.1961 0.3956 X
11 0.0350 −0.0088 0.2257 0.4568 X
15 0.0592 −0.0327 −0.1138 0.3776 X
16 0.1451 0.0646 0.0534 0.3862 X
12 0.3660 −0.1582 −0.0477 0.0281
14 0.1283 −0.2373 0.0984 −0.1610
18 −0.0647 −0.2910 −0.2246 −0.0245
22 0.2429 −0.2320 −0.1101 0.0178
Source: Adapted by Watts and Stenner (2012) The significant value for Q-sort loading for the study is ±0.38 at
P < 0.01 level [Significant factor loading = 2.58 × (1 ÷ √no. of items in Q set)].
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Appendix F
Table A3. Factor array: The comparative ranking of statements in four factors.
Statements Factor ‘A’ Factor ‘B’ Factor ‘C’ Factor ‘D’
1
People do not realize what is quality of life? Quality of life is not about taking
the big house; quality of life is what is inhaling, how you feel, or is your brain
at peace. That is quality of life.
3 3 4 2
2
At least all the parks in Lahore should be digitized and mapped in GIS and as
online information, where people can know when its maintenance is due, and
when it is done. How much is the budget, how much has been spent? There
should be information sharing, so that people will come to know the
government preferences towards the parks and the green spaces.
2 0 −2 3
3
I feel that these local group environment groups should come forward. They
should take the lead and the NGO should back them up by giving excellent
solid scientific support.
1 −2 3 2
4
NGOs have a very limited scope. They can do some pilot projects which can
address four or five schools, but if you want a big scale, then you need to
involve the government.
−2 2 2 3
5
I think there is no community culture here. They need to develop a community
culture. Where there are parks, people in the neighborhood should have
meetings, or they should have clubs, so they can specify that in this area what
do they need.
2 0 −4 −4
6
Parks and Horticulture is authority, why do we have authorities? WAPDA is
another authority, and so is LDA, so why authorities? Why are not these
services? If these are services, you can involve people.
−2 −3 −2 −2
7 Every citizen has to contribute to green spaces, because they are using theseresources or nature. They are consuming, so they must play their part. 4 4 −2 −3
8
When we write PHA at an institutional level they bluntly refused us and said
we do not have plants. And when we ask them by using personal contacts they
told us do not worry, you will get all the plants.
−2 −1 −1 1
9
The government does not allocate enough budgets for EPD. That shows the
priority of our leaders, our politicians and our government, and if they think
that the environment is OK this is a western agenda, and these are rich
people tantrums.
−1 −4 −1 4
10
The cantonment belongs to the military, so it is the responsibility of the
Ministry of Defence. So, the chief executive of the cantonment is not
answerable to the chief minister of Punjab. So, it becomes a very
difficult proposition.
−2 −2 1 0
11 In our country our bureaucratic system there are turf wars. There is lesscoordination, unity, and not a single united policy on which everyone is agreed. 1 3 1 1
12 If the state is a signatory of Biodiversity (CBD) they need to conserve flora andfauna both. They need to conserve it as an obligation. 1 1 2 0
13
The civil society should take responsibility. Sometimes there is limited capacity
and knowledge, so civil society can bridge that gap and ensure that good laws
are enacted and complied with.
1 2 4 −3
14
The local government needs to generate funds. So, if we go to any park or
historical place in the western country, we have to pay for that. Why cannot we
pay the fee? They can generate their own resources.
0 3 1 −4
15 EPD cannot do enforcement efficiently. The most important reason is ifsomeone plants trees, where is the land? −3 −1 0 0
16
We have brought back the local government system again after a nine year gap,
but they do not have any power. All of the authority is held by the chairman of
the LDA or the chairman of the PHA.
−1 2 −1 3
17
In our country not much importance is given to the environment. Once climate
change was a ministry, and then it becomes a department, which again became
a ministry, but a toothless kind of ministry.
3 −2 −3 0
18
Nothing can be seen in the parks that involves the user to take the ownership
of the parks. So this concept of ownership is not here, in which people think
this is my park, and there should be flowers and the trees of my choice.
0 1 −2 0
19 Civil society sometimes cannot get that support which is needed from media,judiciary, and local people. −2 −1 1 −3
20
Green spaces are not adequate in the inner city. We do have funds, but people
don’t want to leave their places. they are ready to die for every single
inch of land
−4 0 −1 2
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21
If local government needs a budget they cannot increase a few fines or fees or
tax, as they need to take permission from the provincial government, and the
provincial government will not allow it. They cannot generate their own funds.
So, the cities cannot be run.
0 1 −2 2
22 For a long time new parks have not been formed, as the government does nothave sufficient land. −4 4 0 −2
23
This is cuckoo land. These people in the inner city do not have any money to
maintain their houses, so how do you ask these people to make a garden on
their rooves.
−4 0 3 1
24 I believe that academia can be used to sensitize and to communicate theimportance of the environment and urban green spaces to the people. 4 3 0 0
25
There should be a department who plays the leading role in coordinating, and
it is the Planning and Development Department, because recently all the
planning and development is being done under it.
−2 −2 0 −1
26
How many people have the budgeting concept? Even if I have it, I will not
want that headache. In this situation, it is unnecessary interference to involve a
layman.
−3 −4 3 −1
27
NGOs have not done any significant project on urban green spa spaces. What
they did is in bits and pieces, like lobbying, advocacy, with journalists,
students and the private sector
−1 1 −1 −3
28
The latest trend is that private housing societies import plants from China or
Thailand that are fully grown plants. So that is how they are getting good
business, but that is neither our economy, not the indigenous plant.
−1 −2 −2 1
29
I think things are getting commercialized. People go to green spaces for a walk,
but they have increased the grey structure. You are bringing that kind of
facilities which are damaging the true spirit of UGS.
1 4 −4 3
30
The environment is not our priority. Our policymakers want to show that stuff
to the masses, on the basis of which, they will get more votes in the coming
elections.
3 0 2 −2
31 Planning varies from area to area in Lahore. Posh areas where policymakerslive and have their influence are better looked after and managed. 0 −3 2 4
32
The goal of the PHA is a politically infused goal based upon a CM vision, and
that is; Lahore should be green. They want to make it a beautiful and a model
city.
−3 1 0 1
33
I must say that the role of Ulemas can be very positive. They are being used for
the wrong things. If we engage them, I mean to say that we can use that
institution as well.
3 −1 2 −1
34 The local government is a significant stakeholder, as it has the authority toidentify the areas for the provision of green spaces. 1 2 0 0
35 I think technocrats should have a bigger role; the right man for the right job iswhat needed. But it is not being done. 4 −2 1 −1
36
Green spaces are meant to be used by users, but if you ask me, if they have any
role in policy making and decision making, it is not like that they should be
involved in this process.
2 2 −3 0
37
I have seen that our private sector is more aware than the government sector
on the virtue of environment protection, as most of the private housing
schemes have green spaces as their dominant features.
−1 0 −4 −4
38
I think in our system the NGOs need to interfere, because when they protest on
something, it catches the attention of the media, resulting in some progress,
negotiation, and so there is some betterment.
0 −3 4 1
39 If you talk to the forest department they talk about forestry, but they do nothave any clarity and comprehension on urban forestry, as it should be. 0 −1 0 −1
40 The primary use of UGS is none other than having a walk or jogging, orholding social gatherings with friends in the park, where our children can play. 0 0 −1 2
41 Media covers the issues, but not that much, because it is not in the advertisers’interest, nor is it of the corporate interest, so they do not focus on them. 2 −3 −3 2
42
UGS are controlled by the bureaucracy. So, if one bureaucrat comes for six
months and is replaced by another, they have little chance to understand the
problem comprehensively
0 −1 −3 −2
43
The green spaces and its problem cannot be solved until it is not taken at the
government level. Other problems can be solved at the individual level, but for
green spaces and tree plantation, government has to give some policy. Yet at
city level, government has to give some policy.
−1 1 1 4
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44 EPD should be effective because it is the environment that it is supposed todeal with exclusively, but at present, the EPD hardly makes its presence felt. 1 0 3 −1
45 Students are doing research, but they do not have any facilities. Even if youask data from the PHA, they will not share data with researchers. −1 −4 −1 −2
46
When talking about the Lahore city, the local environmental group is a
powerful pressure group, so its activists do not let anything go wrong here
easily. They are quite vigilant; parks cannot be transformed for any other
purposes.
−3 −1 2 −1
47
We do not have coordination among departments. So, if our mayor and his
institutions are cooperating with the PHA, the PHA is not coordinating with
the forest department. It wastes the resources in overlapping, and thus we
cannot benefit from each other’s expertise.
2 2 0 1
48
Private participation is too little. And if we talk about what the private sector
is doing, it is mostly undertaking tree planting initiatives. They have no
participation in policymaking.
2 1 1 −2
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